
�
 
PO Box 91-1155 Phone +64 9 303 4746 
Auckland Fax:    +64 9 309 9645 
New Zealand                                  www.envision-nz.com  

� � � � � �� 	 �
 � � � �� 
 ����� �� � � � � �� � � � � �� 	 �
 � � � �� 
 ����� �� � � � � �� � � � � �� 	 �
 � � � �� 
 ����� �� � � � � �� � � � � �� 	 �
 � � � �� 
 ����� �� � � � � �
� � � � � �� �� �� � � � � �� �� �� � � � � �� �� �� � � � � �� �� � ����

 
 
 

 
 
 

        

Prepared for North Shore City Council 
 

FEBRUARY 2005 

 



REDUCING JUNK MAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY – ENVISION NEW ZEALAND, FEBRUARY 2005 
 

�

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CONTACT DETAILS 

Envision New Zealand Ltd 
Unit 5 – 192 Victoria Street West 
PO Box 91-1155 
Auckland 
 
Phone:  09 303 4746 
Fax:  09 309 9645 
Email:  mailbox@envision-nz.com 
Website: www.envision-nz.com 
 
 
Envision Project Leader / Lead Author - Sarah Roberts  
Envision Project Oversight and Review - Julie Dickinson, Warren Snow  
North Shore City Council Oversight and Review - Danielle Kennedy and Julie Harrison 
 
Contributors:  
Surveying and collection – John Alayon 
Auditing – Lindsey Du Preez 
Research on junk mail issues and marketing – Greg Wilson, Senior Lecturer, School of Management 
and Entrepreneurship, Unitec New Zealand 
Photographs of junk mail signs - Richard Tong 
All other photographs - Envision New Zealand 
 
22 February 2005 
 
 
 
Cover photograph: Illustration of the effect   of a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker in Beach Haven. 
 
Printed on recycled paper 



REDUCING JUNK MAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY – ENVISION NEW ZEALAND, FEBRUARY 2005 
 

�

� � � � � � � � ����

 
 
Executive Summary 

 
Section One – Introduction 
1.1 Background 
1.2 Scope of the Study 
1.3 About Envision New Zealand  
1.4 Objectives 
1.5 Defining Junk Mail 
1.6 Junk Mail Overseas  

  
Section Two - Methodology 
2.1 Study Outline 
2.2 Survey Development 
2.3 Recruitment  
2.4 Trial Methodology 
 2.4.1 The Neighbour Trial 
 2.4.2 The Street Trial 
2.5 Audit Methodology 
 2.5.1 Audit Categories 
 2.5.2 Auditing 

 
Section Three - Results 
3.1 Response Rate 
3.2 Initial Survey 
 3.2.1 Demographics 
 3.2.2 Survey Responses 
3.3 Audit Results – Neighbour Trial 
 3.3.1 The Neighbour Trial – Without Sticker 
 3.3.2 The Neighbour Trial - With Sticker 
 3.3.3 The Neighbour Trial – Overall Results 
3.4 Audit Results – Street Trial 
 3.4.1 The Street Trial – Without Sticker 
 3.4.2 The Street Trial – With Sticker 
 3.4.3 The Street Trial – Overall Results 
3.5 Collated Results of Neighbour and Street Trial 
 3.5.1 Overall Weight 
 3.5.2 Addressed vs Non-addressed 
 3.5.3 Recyclable vs Non-recyclable 
 3.5.4 Inserts 
3.6 Follow up Survey 

 
Section Four – Discussion 
4.1 Largest Contributors 
4.2 Analysis by Area 
4.3 Inserts 
4.4 Integrity of Results 
4.5 Interest in the Study 
4.6 Extrapolation of Results 
 
 



REDUCING JUNK MAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY – ENVISION NEW ZEALAND, FEBRUARY 2005 
 

�

Section Five – Conclusions and Recommendations 
5.1 Conclusions 
5.2 Recommendations 
 
Section Six- References 
 
Section Seven – Appendices 
1 Initial contact letter with North Shore Times article 
2 Initial and follow up survey 
3 Instruction sheets 
4 Audit form 
5 North Shore City Council Waste Wise Tips for Avoiding Junk Mail 
6 Draft letter to retailers/advertisers 
7 Photographs of mailboxes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



REDUCING JUNK MAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY – ENVISION NEW ZEALAND, FEBRUARY 2005 
 

�

� � � � � �  ! � �� � � � " � # ����

In May 2004 North Shore City Council commissioned Envision New Zealand to conduct a study to 
determine whether ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers on letterboxes are an effective way of reducing junk mail in 
the city.  Council wanted to investigate whether a significant volume of household paper could be 
reduced at source simply by the use of ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers on mailboxes.  
 
A sample of 181 households in the North Shore participated in the study which was made up of an 
initial survey, two separate trials and a follow up survey.  Half of the study group used a ‘No Junk Mail’ 
sticker over the trial period and the other half did not. 
 
Data gathered from an initial survey showed that nearly a quarter of participants were using some type 
of ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker prior to the trial.    
 
Over three quarters of participants said they received too much junk mail and only 2% of all those 
surveyed said they read all the material they received.   
 
Only 7% of those surveyed described junk mail as being valuable or useful and a majority of all 
participants said they didn’t want to receive junk mail at all.  These participants expressed concern at 
the enormous quantity of waste paper and waste resources generated.  
 
90% of those surveyed considered non-addressed advertising and real estate material to be junk mail.   
 
The trial showed that ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers were effective, creating a 70% reduction in junk mail.  
Households without a sticker received an average of 3.65 kg of junk mail per month while those with a 
sticker received 1.1 kg per month.  This equates to a saving of at least 30.6 kg of waste paper per 
household per year. 
 
In some cases the stickers were not observed, in particular where unsolicited material was being 
delivered inserted in the pages of other publications. 
 
The trial showed no difference in the amount of junk mail received if a whole street was using a sticker 
or just a single household. 
 
The major sources of junk mail were identified as Real Estate Material (The Property Press and fliers), 
The Warehouse Group (The Warehouse Ltd and Warehouse Stationery) and Supermarkets 
(Foodtown, Woolworths, Countdown, Pak N Save and New World). 
 
Prior to the trial 77% of those surveyed did not currently have a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on their mailbox.  
At the completion of the trial the follow up survey showed that approximately 60% of those that 
participated would continue to use a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker or would now consider getting one.  If 60 % 
of all households in North Shore City used a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker, a total of 1,342 tonnes of junk 
mail/waste paper could be avoided every year. 
 
Key recommendations from the study include:  

�  Make ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers more readily available to residents.   
�  Reassess the design of the sticker and involve the public by way of a survey or competition to 

raise public interest and awareness of the issues. 
�  Create a clear definition of Junk Mail to reduce the current confusion that exists between the 

public, advertisers and deliverers. 
�  Lobby Central Government for national Junk Mail regulations as countries such as the UK and 

Australia have. 
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Increasing volumes of unsolicited advertising material, or junk mail, are flooding letterboxes all over the 
country.  The cost to dispose of this material falls directly on communities through landfilling, recycling 
and litter costs, paid for through rates and rubbish bag charges. On top of this there is a cost in filling up 
valuable landfill space with recyclable material.  Kerbside recycling offers a partial solution to the 
problem, but it is still a cost to the community, and only captures a proportion of the flood – a large 
amount of junk mail still ends up in landfill.   

 
While some people enjoy receiving junk mail to get information on the latest bargains, sales and offers 
there are many who resent what they feel is a constant invasion, waste of time and waste of resources.  
In New Zealand it is estimated that advertisers spend just as much money producing and distributing 
fliers and catalogues as they do advertising on television1. Ironically it appears that little research has 
been carried out to determine how effective junk mail really is. No published work has been done to find 
out whether people actually read junk mail or what the savings might be for advertisers, communities 
and local councils if the amount of unsolicited advertising material was reduced.  On average, 1.4 billion 
pieces of advertising material are delivered to New Zealand mailboxes each year2. It appears that 
advertisers continue producing brochures and fliers to keep up with competitors, not because research 
has shown that the advertising works3. 
 
A common approach taken to avoid junk mail is by attaching ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers to mailboxes.  

 
&'� �� � � , � �� - �� . � �� � � +# �

North Shore City Council recently produced a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker which it provides to the community, 
free of charge, on request. Up until now no research has been undertaken to assess whether the 
stickers actually work. In May 2004 Council commissioned Envision to run a trial to help determine 
whether ‘No Junk Mail’ (or similar) stickers on letterboxes are an effective way to reduce the amount of 
junk mail in the North Shore.  
 
This report provides an outline of the study, an analysis of the results and recommendations.   
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Envision New Zealand is an environmental and local development consultancy group, It works with 
communities throughout New Zealand to identify local development opportunities from the use of 
wasted natural resources. It also works with local authorities, government departments, businesses and 
other institutions to develop strategies, policies and facilities to create local employment and wealth 
creation opportunities.  
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The key objective of this study was to establish whether ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers actually work and to 
gather data on the sources, specific types and quantities of junk mail received.  Secondary objectives 
were to:  

 
�  Assess the effect on the neighbourhood when households start displaying stickers 

                                                        
1 New Zealand  Marketing Magazine, February 2004  
2 Waste MINZ Conference proceedings, November 2004 
3 Pers comm: Greg Wilson, Senior Lecturer, School of Management and Entrepreneurship, Unitec New Zealand , December 2004  
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�  Determine the quantity of addressed versus non-addressed mail  
�  Determine the percentage of junk mail currently recycled through Council’s weekly kerbside 

recycling collection 
�  Estimate the number of households that wish to continue receiving junk mail 
�  Calculate the potential waste reduction outcomes over a year for households that use a ‘No Junk 

Mail’ sticker compared to those that don’t use the sticker (taking into account the period the 
measurements were taken over and the likely under or over representation due to Christmas, 
Easter etc) 

�  Produce tips for reducing junk mail to assist with public education 
�  Produce a draft letter to key retailers regarding junk mail issues 
�
&'� �+ � -  �  � * �
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For the purposes of this project junk mail was defined as being any unsolicited advertising material 
delivered to private mailboxes, excluding local community newspapers and local council 
communications.   
 
Participants were asked to save their community newspapers throughout the trial to measure the 
amount of advertising material inserted in these publications. The papers themselves were not 
assessed as junk mail. 
�
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The issues surrounding junk mail have received significant attention in other parts of the world.  It is 
estimated that five billion items of junk mail are sent out in Britain every year4  and that Australians 
receive approximately 7 billion fliers, leaflets or catalogues per year5.   
 
In Australia, all states have some form of regulation ensuring that ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers on mailboxes 
are observed.  Hotline numbers are supplied so that householders can call and register complaints if 
their sticker has been ignored.  The Distribution Standards Board is recognised in all states and 
territories of Australia.  The board has a code of practise that includes the observance of ‘No Junk Mail’ 
signs and any public complaints are acted on and reported back to the advertiser.6   
 
The litter problems caused by junk mail from overflowing letter boxes or dumped material has led to 
strict laws throughout several Australian states.  In Victoria littering is considered an offence under the 
Environmental Protect Act (1970) and placing advertising material in a letter box displaying a sticker is 
regarded as littering.  The advertiser can face fines for any litter items that can be linked to them.  The 
act is enforced by local Council officers.7  In the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) the Litter 
Amendment Bill 2002 was introduced to specifically address unsolicited advertising material.  The Bill 
lays out a clear definition of junk mail and describes the penalties faced by those (distributors and 
advertisers) who commit offences including ignoring ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers. 
 
Real estate agents in Australia have come under close scrutiny recently as many don’t consider their 
advertising material to be junk mail.  Earlier this year the Federal Government revealed details of plans 
to impose large fines on real estate agents who send unsolicited, personally addressed mail to 
homeowners.  Amendments to existing legislation are under way to make it a criminal offence to send 
junk mail in this manner and that those who continued to flout the law will be heavily fined8.  
 

                                                        
4 Phillipa Stevenson: Sandbag against the flood of junk mail, The New Zealand Herald, September, 2004 
5 Planet Ark website – www.planetark.org  
6 Managing the Delivery of Unsolicited and Unaddressed Advertising Material – NSW EPA, 2001 
7 www.whittlesea.vic.gov.au  
8 Steven Wardill: Big fines to battle junk mail onslaught, The Brisbane Courier Mail, July, 2004 
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Direct mail is a significant proportion of the junk mail stream in many countries throughout the world.  
The United Kingdom, Australia and the United States of America all provide systems for the public to 
remove their name and details from mailing lists.  Personal information ends up on these lists from a 
variety of sources and often people are unaware that they have been put on a list.  In the UK every time 
someone fills out a product warranty card, applies for a credit card or loan or even registers on the 
electoral role, personal details are made available to marketing agencies9.  Unless consumers specify 
that they would like to be removed from these lists they will receive hundreds of items in the mail – 
addressed to them personally.   
 
Campaigns are running all over the world to minimise the quantity of junk mail the public are 
bombarded with.10  These campaigns focus on raising awareness of the issues associated with junk 
mail, how to remove personal details from mailing lists and the need to recycle the unwanted material.   
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The study consisted of two separate trials and surveys which were carried out in the North Shore over 
the period between September and November 2004. 
 
 

JUNK MAIL STUDY 
 

INITIAL SURVEY 
 
 
 

   
STREET TRIAL     NEIGHBOUR TRIAL 

 
 
 

 
FOLLOW UP SURVEY 

 
 
Participants were recruited to take part in one of two different trials:  

1. The Neighbour Trial - to measure the effect of a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker when one household 
puts a sticker on their letterbox and their neighbour does not. 

2. The Street Trial - to measure the effect of ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers when a number of 
households in the same street put stickers on their letterboxes.  

 
The purpose of running the Street Trial as well as the Neighbour Trial was to see if the stickers were 
more effective when a majority of households in the same street used ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers.  The 
question was whether distributors would be more likely to observe the stickers when a majority of 
households on a street used them and also whether there would be any effect on the neighbourhood 
when people started using the stickers e.g. will others follow suit?   As well as participating in the trials, 
all participants were asked to take part in a survey before and after each trial. 
�

                                                        
9 Joe Morgan: Beware the junk mail opt-out, The United Kingdom Times, February, 2004 
10 See www.planetark.com/campaign_media_releases_uk.cfm also www.nativeforest.org/stop_junk_mail/nfn_junk_mail_guide.htm 
and www.newdream.org/junkmail/  
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The questionnaires used in the initial and follow up surveys were jointly developed by North Shore City 
Council and Envision New Zealand. 
 
Where possible, the surveys were designed to provide simple yes /no questions and tick boxes.  For 
some questions however, it was important to provide space for participants to write their responses so 
as not to prompt (or bias) participants by naming advertisers throughout the questionnaire.11 
�
� ' � �� � � � �  � � � � � �
 
Participants were recruited through an article placed in the North Shore Times on Thursday the 5th of 
August, 2005. An advertisement with details on how to register for the project was provided in the North 
Shore City Council’s information page in the North Shore Times.  A letter was also sent to all members 
of a North Shore City Council database.12  
 
For the Street Trial a street was selected in each ward of North Shore City, generally where several 
people had already shown an interest in participants the project.  A letter was sent to the entire street 
explaining the study and what would be required of them if they were willing to participate. 
 
� ' � �� �  " 1�� � � . � + � 1� * # �
 
2.4.1 THE NEIGHBOUR TRIAL 

 
The group participating in this trial consisted of pairs of neighbouring households - one to use a No 
Junk Mail Sticker and one to act as a control. It was intended that a total of 50 pairs of neighbours (100 
households) would make up this group however 63 pairs (126 households) were recruited. 
 
An initial survey was conducted with each participant to assess their attitudes, habits and opinions on 
junk mail.  This was conducted in person wherever possible. In some cases it was necessary to leave 
the survey form with the participant for completing and posting back.   

 
After the initial survey, participants were provided with a collection box and one member of each pair of 
households was given a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker to attach to their mailbox.  Detailed instruction sheets 
were provided outlining when to begin collecting their junk mail, what items to collect and when to stop 
collecting13.  

 
The Neighbour Trial was carried out over a one month period between late September and early 
November 2004.  Each pair of households started and completed their junk mail collections on the 
same dates. 

 
At the end of the trial period all collection boxes were picked up, weighed and audited.  All participants 
were then asked to complete a follow up survey to determine how they felt the trial went, whether they 
felt the sticker worked, and whether their opinions on junk mail had changed. 

 
2.4.2 THE STREET TRIAL 

 
A total of six streets were asked to participate in the street trial, however only a selection of houses in 
each street were required to complete the survey and participate in the collection of junk mail.   For the 
first month junk mail was collected without a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.  After the one month period 

                                                        
11 Survey forms included in Appendix 2 
12 Copy of letter included in Appendix 1 
13 Instructions included in Appendix 3  
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collection boxes were picked up from these participants and replaced with a new box and a ‘No Junk 
Mail’ sticker was attached to their mailbox.  At the same time households in the rest of the street were 
approached and asked to attach a sticker to their mailboxes.   

 
At the end of the second month of collection all collection boxes were picked up and taken away for 
weighing and auditing.  As for the first trial, a follow-up survey was conducted with each participant. 
 

 
Illustration 1: The sticker used by participants in the trial�

� ' � �" � +  � �� � � . � + � 1� * #  
 
2,5.1  CATEGORIES 
 
The first step in the auditing process was to determine what primary categories to sort the junk mail 
into.  A visual assessment and a sample audit were conducted on six collection boxes – three from a 
‘No Junk Mail’ sticker trial participant and three from a non-sticker participant.  The material was sorted, 
assessed and the primary categories determined as; 

�  Real Estate  
�  Furniture 
�  Supermarkets 
�  Telecom & Vodafone 
�  Fast Food 
�  Motoring 
�  Variety (fliers from retail and department stores) 
�  Mixed Advertising (joint marketing material  e.g. The Advertiser) 
�  Community notices 
�  Inserts (material delivered inside community newspapers) 
�  Miscellaneous   

 
Each primary category was broken down into secondary categories identifying the advertisers 
specifically. 

 
The material was also categorised as recyclable or non recyclable. Addressed material was also 
categorised separately.  

 
2.5.2  AUDITING 
 
The junk mail from each participant was sorted and weighed according to the primary categories, then 
into the secondary categories.   

 
Electronic scales14 were used to weigh the material and records kept for each collection box.15 
 

                                                        
14 The scales were able to measure to an accuracy of plus or minus 1 gram 
15 Audit form included in Appendix 4 
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Illustration 2: Lindsey Du Preez carrying out the junk mail audit 

�
All survey responses and audit data were entered into spreadsheets and grouped by suburb and trial 
type. Results are presented in Section Three. 
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Although a total of 200 households were recruited to take part in the study, the total trial size narrowed 
down to 181 participants because some participants dropped out or could not be contacted. In a few 
cases the junk mail was not collected correctly so those participant’s results had to be excluded.  
 
Approximately 25% of the participants were recruited via the mailout to the North Shore City Council 
database and 30% were recruited through the article in the North Shore Times.  The remainder were 
recruited from a variety of sources including friends and/or neighbours, a mail drop in specific streets 
and other advertising.  At the start of the study an advertisement was placed in the ‘Age Concern’ 
publication.  This advertisement was not initiated by either North Shore City Council or Envision but 
generated significant interest resulting in the recruitment of approximately 15% of the participants. 
 
Overall the response rate, at over 90%, was high and the information gathered and presented in this 
report can be taken as being reasonably representative of junk mail flows in North Shore City.   
 
� ' � �  �  �  " 1 �� � � ! � # �

3.2.1  DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
Demographic information was collected from participants to check that the representation of 
participants was balanced.  

 
GRAPH 1: DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS 
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Graph 1 indicates that the majority of participants lived in Takapuna, Birkenhead (Northcote), East 
Coast Bays and Glenfield. A smaller number lived in the suburbs of Devonport and Albany.  This is 
reflective of the overall population spread in North Shore City where approximately 80% of the 
population reside in the Takapuna, Birkenhead, East Coast Bays and Glenfield areas. 
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GRAPH 2: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS 
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Graph 2 indicates that 87% of those participating were aged 35 years and over. The largest 
represented age group taking part in this trial was 35 to 44 years old.   The smallest group represented 
was those aged 18 to 24 years.  According to 2001 census results the median age of residents in North 
Shore City is 35.4. 
 
A majority (62%) of participants were female.  In most cases the person that chose to complete the 
survey was the person responsible for collecting the mail from the mailbox and/or organising the mail 
for recycling or disposal. 

 
GRAPH 3: OCCUPATION  
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Graph 3 shows that 65% of those participating in the trial were employed – either outside the home or 
in businesses where they work from their homes.  Approximately 21% of participants were retired. 
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GRAPH 4: INCOME LEVEL 
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Graph 4 shows that the majority of participants had an income of between $20,000 to $49,999 per 
annum.  The median income for residents in North Shore City is approximately $23,000 per annum.  
18% of those surveyed did not wish to disclose their income level. 
 
3.2.2  SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
Question one – What items do you consider to be junk mail? 
 

GRAPH 5: ITEMS CONSIDERED JUNK MAIL 
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90% of respondents considered non addressed advertising and real estate material to be junk mail. 
Addressed advertising also rated highly with approximately 65% of respondents considering this to be 
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junk mail. Political party communications, product samples and used clothing collection bags were 
considered junk mail by over 30% of those participating.  Local council communications and local 
papers (such as The North Shore Times and The Aucklander) rated significantly lower with less than 
18% of participants considering these items junk mail.   
 
Question two – Do you consider junk mail to be valuable, useful, occasionally useful, worthless 
or annoying? 
 

GRAPH 6: OPINIONS ON JUNK MAIL 
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Only 7% of participants described junk mail as being valuable or useful.  Almost half (43%) of those 
questioned said that they found junk mail to be occasionally useful.  The remaining 50% thought junk 
mail was either worthless or annoying, or both. 
 
Question three - How much junk mail do you feel you receive?  Not enough, just right or too 
much? 
 

GRAPH 7: QUANTITY OF JUNK MAIL RECEIVED 
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77% of participants felt they received too much junk mail.  Only 22% felt they received the right amount 
while the remaining 2% felt they didn’t receive enough. Those who said they didn’t receive enough 
were people who had moved to a house with a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on the letterbox. One stated that 
they didn’t want to remove it as they were renting their property and didn’t know if they were allowed to. 
 
Question four – Can you estimate what percentage of the junk mail you receive you actually 
read? 
 

GRAPH 8: JUNK MAIL READ BY PARTICIPANTS 
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As graph eight illustrates, a majority of participants read only 10% of the junk mail they received.  
Overall more than three quarters of those surveyed read less than 50% of what was put in their 
mailbox.  Only 2% of all those surveyed said that they read everything they received. 
 
As part of question seven participants were asked to list which items they read and why. 
 

GRAPH 9: TYPE OF JUNK MAIL READ 
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Graph nine illustrates that the fliers received from supermarkets were the most commonly read items 
with 87% of all those surveyed listing them – this includes Foodtown, Countdown, Woolworths, Pak N 
Save and New World.  The second most commonly read advertising came from The Warehouse (45%) 
followed by Mitre 10 (19.3%).  Participants were asked why they read these particular items and those 
that chose to reply stated they were looking for a bargain, a sale or a specific item and also because 
either one or two of the stores were usual shopping destinations of the participants.   
 
Question five – Can you list off the top of your head the companies/organisations that you 
receive the most junk mail from? 
 

GRAPH 10: PERCEPTIONS OF JUNK MAIL ORIGIN 
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As illustrated in graph ten, most people thought they received the most junk mail from real estate 
companies and The Warehouse. More than half of the participants mentioned these sources. All of the 
supermarkets (Countdown, Foodtown, New World, Pak N Save, and Woolworths) were mentioned by 
at least 10% of those surveyed.  Other significant individual advertisers were Briscoes, Mitre 10, 
Farmers and Noel Leeming, all of which were mentioned by more than 10% of the participants.  
 
Question six – Does anyone else in your household read junk mail? Who, which items and 
why? 

GRAPH 11: OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS WHO READ JUNK MAIL 
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47% of participants said that another household member read junk mail.  Graph eleven illustrates that 
79% were either a spouse or a partner and 21% were children.  Male spouses or partners were more 
likely to read the Mitre 10 or automotive fliers and children, depending on age, were likely to read fliers 
relating to toys or fashion items (including clothing or electrical).  Female spouses were more likely to 
read supermarket flliers and variety department stores such as The Warehouse and Briscoes. 
 
Question seven – What do you do with your junk mail once it’s been read or not read?  Recycle 
in the kerbside collection, dispose in the kerbside rubbish bags or other? 
 

GRAPH 12: WHAT HAPPENS TO JUNK MAIL  
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Graph 12 shows that 76% of people said they recycled their junk mail in the kerbside recycling 
collection provided by North Shore City Council.  18% said they disposed of their junk mail in the 
weekly rubbish collection while 6% found other uses for it.  Other uses mentioned included lighting fires 
in winter, using it as mulch in the garden and wrapping food scraps before disposal. 
 
Question eight – Would you prefer not to receive junk mail at all?  Why or why not? 
 

GRAPH 13: PREFERENCE TO RECIVE JUNK MAIL 
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59% of participants said that they did not want to receive junk mail.  The reasons given for this included 
the annoyance factor, the waste of paper, the irrelevance of most of it to them personally, the litter 
factor and also the pressure it put on people to buy goods. 
 
Of the 41% who said they’d prefer to keep receiving junk mail, a majority noted that it was only because 
they wanted certain items and that only some of it was useful to them.  Many pointed out that they’d like 
to be selective and only receive the material they want.  21% of those that wanted to keep receiving 
junk mail stressed that it was important to them that they still receive local information.  This included 
such items as local service fliers, community notices and local papers.  
 
Question Nine – Do you currently have a ‘No Junk Mail’ or similar sticker on your mailbox? 
 

GRAPH 14: PARTICIPANTS WITH STICKERS 

No
77%
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As illustrated in graph 14, 77% of participants did not have a sticker on their mailbox at the start of the 
study.  When asked why not, 42% stated that they still wanted to receive some items, 29% said they 
just kept forgetting to get one and 13% said they didn’t know where to get a sticker from.  A further 13% 
were concerned that if they used a sticker they would not receive their local community newspapers or 
local information such as school fairs and fundraisers.  A small group of people (3%) were also worried 
that using a sticker could upset junk mail deliverers - in particular children earning minimal wages.  
 
Of the 23% with a sticker the most common type used was the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker, followed by the 
‘No Circulars’ sticker . 3% had a ‘No Advertising Material’ sticker.  67% of those already using a sticker 
felt that it worked and discouraged junk mail.  33% felt that their sticker was ignored. 
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Question ten– If you answered no to question 9, have you ever considered putting a ‘No Junk 
Mail’ sticker on your mailbox?  Why or why not? 
 

GRAPH 15: PARTICIPANTS THAT WOULD CONSIDER USING A STICKER 

No
42%
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58% of participants said they had considered using some type of sticker.  Approximately half of these 
mentioned that they would consider it just to try and reduce the amount of material that comes through 
their mailbox.   
 
Question 12 – Do you have any further comments you would like to add about junk mail? 
 
This question had an enormous response with almost 70% of participants choosing to comment.  
Several key issues were commonly mentioned but one very interesting point made was that people 
wished they could choose the items of advertising material they received. 
 
A list of quotes from the response to this question is provided below.  The figure in brackets represents 
the number of participants who mentioned that particular point. 
 

�  Junk mail is a waste of resources – trees for paper, ink for printing energy etc (11) 
�  Creates litter (8) 
�  It would be nice if I could select what I receive  - an opt in and opt out process(7) 
�  Advertising has snuck into our local papers and magazines we subscribe to (7) 
�  Just never got round to trying a sticker (6) 
�  If I put a sticker on I might lose the North Shore Times (5) 
�  Real Estate – especially the Property Press is annoying – it’s too big (5) 
�  I would hate to miss out on a bargain (4) 
�  What’s the problem – why do people complain?  It can be recycled and provides useful 

information. (4) 
�  Junk mail adds to consumerism – making people spend money they don’t have on things that 

they don’t need (4) 
�  Why should we receive it when we don’t ask for it in the first place – change the policy – it 

should be ‘Junk Mail Accepted’ stickers for those who want it (3) 
�  Junk mail should be returned to the sender at their expense (3) 
�  There should be regulations governing junk mail (3) 
�  Like the study – glad the issue is being looked at (3) 
�  Stickers keep coming off (3) 
�  Distributors are the real problem – they don’t tell the deliverers what to do.  Distributors and 

retailers need to talk to work out their problems.  They are just interested in money. (2) 
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�  It keeps people in work – I feel sorry for those who earn a pittance delivering it (2) 
�  I want the community information but not big companies forcing their advertising material on 

my time and attention (2) 
�  The stickers should say ‘Thank You’ (2) 
�  There is a significant increase before events such as Christmas, Valentines Day etc (2) 
�  Putting a sticker on and getting less doesn’t necessarily mean less advertising material is 

printed – how is the problem being solved? We need more education. (2) 
�  If successful at reducing this maybe the next step is to offer incentives for advertisers to use 

recycled paper and environmentally friendly material (e.g. inks) in their fliers (2) 
�  The stickers are often ignored (2) 
�  I love junk mail – love free samples and coupons (2) 
�  Mailboxes can not cope with the volume of junk mail (2) 
�  I am ambivalent about junk mail (2) 
�  I use a sticker when I go away (2) 
�  I like it but just wish the volume could be reduced (2) 
�  I don’t know if I want to use a sticker or not – that is why I am doing the trial (2) 
�  It’s funny – even though I know it’s not very useful I still enjoy reading it (1) 
�  I have found so many good bargains – I would hate to miss out on them (1) 
�  I just wonder how effective junk mail really is (1) 
�  It’s just too much – I get the pile and don’t even look at it.  It just gets thrown away (1) 
�  I don’t like the sneaky method of hiding junk mail in newspapers (1) 
�  It should be illegal (1) 
�  I enjoy receiving regular information on the prices of goods and services (1) 
�  We object to circulars from out of the area – especially Real Estate (1) 
�  I strongly object to personally addressed advertising (1) 
�  The deliverers perception of junk mail is different to mine (1) 
�  I like The Warehouse and Real Estate but hate the others (1) 
�  Why does the council promote recycling in yet wrap their circulars in plastic sleeves? (1) 
�  I don’t think people understand what ‘No Circulars’ means (1) 
�  The stickers are ignored anyway (1) 
�  At least it’s far easier to manage than SPAM (1) 
�  I like a free local paper but I only need one – I feel bombarded (1) 
�  I don’t believe anyone would take notice of the sticker anyway (1) 

 
The list indicates that a key point referred to was the issue of waste.  Approximately 16% of all 
responses received related to wastage.  This included the time, money, and resources involved in the 
production, delivery and recycling or disposal of junk mail.  Eight participants mentioned the issues 
associated with litter which, when associated with incorrect delivery, was stressed by many as a key 
annoyance factor.  People didn’t like junk mail blowing around the streets or being forced into boxes 
and pushing posted mail out. Participants mentioned that the opportunity to choose which items they 
received would be welcomed as they liked certain items but not everything they received.   
 
Overall approximately 44% of the comments were negative towards junk mail, 21% were positive 
towards junk mail and the remaining 35% were either ambivalent or the comments made were general 
statements that did not reflect any opinion either way. 
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All junk mail collected throughout the trial was audited and weighed. Weights are given in kilograms.  
All measurements reported throughout the results section are percentages by weight.  
 
3.3.1  THE NEIGHBOUR TRIAL – WITHOUT STICKER �

GRAPH 16: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - BREAKDOWN OF PRIMARY JUNKMAIL CATEGORIES FOR 
NEIGHBOURS WITHOUT STICKERS 
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Graph 16 shows the primary categories of junk mail collected from participants in the Neighbour Trial 
who did not use a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.   
 
Real Estate material was the largest category making up almost half (47% by weight) of all the junk 
mail collected.  Variety (retail and department stores) made up 27% of the overall total with the final 
26% spread amongst Supermarkets, Inserts (material inserted in the pages of community newspapers) 
Mixed Advertising (joint marketing material e.g. The Advertiser), Motoring, Community and 
Miscellaneous items. 
 
Real Estate, Variety and Supermarkets were the highest contributing categories and are broken down 
further in Graphs 17, 18 and 19. to show which advertisers contributed to this make up. 
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GRAPH 17: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL – NO STICKER:  REAL ESTATE ADVERTISING 
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Graph 17 shows that ‘The Property Press’ made up the largest portion (96%) of real estate advertising. 
 

GRAPH 18: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL – NO STICKER: ‘VARIETY’ ADVERTISING 
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In the ‘Variety’ category The Warehouse (20%) and Farmers (13%) are the largest single contributors.  
‘Other Variety’ items contribute 33% however this category is a mixture of many different retailers.   
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GRAPH 19: SUPERMARKET ADVERTISING MATERIAL 
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New World advertising contributed the most of all the supermarket chains (33%).  Foodtown and 
Woolworths were close behind on 30%. 
 

GRAPH 20: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL – NO STICKER: INSERT ADVERTISING 
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Inserts make up 6% of the total junk mail received by households not using a sticker.  Briscoes fliers 
inserted inside the North Shore Times were the largest (30%) individual source. 
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3.3.2  THE NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - WITH STICKER  
 
 

GRAPH 21: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - BREAKDOWN OF PRIMARY JUNKMAIL CATEGORIES FOR 
NEIGHBOURS WITH ‘NO JUNK MAIL’ STICKERS 
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Graph 21 shows that Real Estate advertising material was again the single largest contributing 
category, making up 49% of all the junk mail collected.  ‘Variety’ made up 22% of the overall total with 
the final 29% spread amongst Inserts, Supermarkets, Mixed Advertising, Motoring, Community and 
Miscellaneous items. 
 
Real Estate, Variety and Inserts are broken down further in Graphs 22, 23 and 24, to show which 
advertisers material is still being delivered, despite the ‘No Junk Mail ‘ sticker. 
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GRAPH 22: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - WITH STICKERS: REAL ESTATE ADVERTISING 
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The Property Press makes up the largest portion of the Real Estate advertising material with a total of 
86%.  This is the largest single contributor of junk mail in a household using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.  
The ‘other’ material consisted of market appraisal fliers, cards and glossy advertising leaflets.  
 

GRAPH 23: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - WITH STICKERS: VARIETY ADVERTISING 
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In the ‘Variety’ category The Warehouse (20%), Farmers (12%) and Mitre 10 (8%) were the largest 
contributors of junk mail to letterboxes with ‘No junk Mail’ stickers.  ‘Other Variety’ advertising material 
made up 37% of the total but was a mixture of many different, smaller advertisers.   
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GRAPH 24: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL - WITH STICKERS: INSERT ADVERTISING 
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Inserts made up 12% of the total junk mail received by households with a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on the 
letterbox.  A breakdown of the types of inserts received is shown above.  Briscoes fliers inserted in the 
pages of the North Shore Times make up the majority (39%) of inserts received. 
 
 
3.3.3 NEIGHBOUR TRIAL OVERALL RESULTS  
 

TABLE ONE: NEIGHBOUR TRIAL:  JUNK MAIL WEIGHT WITH AND WITHOUT STICKER 
 

Weight (kg) Primary Category 
Without sticker With ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker 

Real Estate 112.16 35.83 
Variety 64.36 16.23 
Mixed Advertising 8.25 1.68 
Furniture 3.98 1.33 
Supermarkets 16.16 3.21 
Telecom / Vodafone 0.24 0.14 
Fast Food 1.36 0.12 
Motoring 6.04 2.09 
Community 5.6 2.16 
Misc 5.72 1.89 
Inserts 13.94 9.07 
TOTAL 237.81 kg 73.75 kg 

Overall weight of junk mail collected from the Neighbour Trial over the one month period.  All weights are given in 
kilograms. 

 
Table one shows that approximately 70% less junk mail was received by households using a ‘No Junk 
Mail’ sticker.   
 
A total of 63 pairs of neighbours participated in the collection of junk mail.  A household not using a 
sticker received an average of 3.8 kg of junk mail for the month.  Households using a sticker received 
significantly less, an average of 1.1 kg of junk mail for the month. 
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The make up of junk mail received whether households had a sticker or not was largely the same.  
Real Estate material, in particular the Property Press, is the largest component of the junk mail stream 
whether or not a household displays a sticker. 
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The results of the Street Trial are presented below.  During the first month of the trial households did 
not use a sticker. These results are presented first.  Results for the second month, when a ‘No Junk 
Mail’ sticker was used follow. 

3.4.1 STREET TRIAL – WITHOUT STICKER  
 

GRAPH 25: STREET TRIAL- BREAKDOWN OF PRIMARY CATEGORIES: WITHOUT STICKER 
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Graph 25 shows that once again Real Estate material was the largest category contributing 46% of all 
junk mail collected.  ‘Variety’ made up 28% with the final 26% spread amongst Supermarkets, Inserts, 
Mixed Advertising, Motoring, Community and Miscellaneous items. 
 
Real Estate, Variety and Supermarkets are broken down further in Graphs 26, 27 and 28. 
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GRAPH 26: STREET TRIAL- WITHOUT STICKER: BREAKDOWN OF REAL ESTATE 
ADVERTISING 
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The Property Press made up the largest portion of the Real Estate advertising material – a total of 96%.  
This is the largest single contributor of junk mail in the households. 
 
GRAPH 27: STREET TRIAL- WITHOUT STICKER: BREAKDOWN OF ‘VARIETY’ ADVERTISING 
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In the ‘Variety’ category The Warehouse (21%), Farmers (11%) and Mitre 10 (11%) were the largest 
single contributors of junk mail in households.  ‘Other Variety’ items made up 35% of the total however 
this consisted of a mixture of many different retailers. 
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GRAPH 28: STREET TRIAL- WITHOUT STICKER: BREAKDOWN OF SUPERMARKET 
ADVERTISING  
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New World was the largest contributor of the supermarket chains, making up 32% of the total.  
Foodtown and Woolworths were close behind on 28%. 
 
3.4.2 STREET TRIAL - WITH STICKER  
 
 

GRAPH 29: STREET TRIAL- BREAKDOWN OF PRIMARY CATEGORIES WITH A ‘NO JUNK 
MAIL’ STICKER 
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Graph 29 shows the primary categories of junk mail collected during the street trial from participants 
displaying a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.   
 
Once again Real Estate material was the largest single contributor, making up 47% (by weight) of all 
the junk mail collected.  Inserts made up 22% of the overall total, and ‘Variety’ was third with 20%.  The 
final 11% was spread amongst Supermarkets, Mixed Advertising, Motoring, Community and 
Miscellaneous items. 
 
Real Estate, Inserts and Variety were the highest contributing categories and are broken down further 
in Graphs 30, 31 and 23. 
 
 
GRAPH 30: STREET TRIAL- WITH A ‘NO JUNK MAIL’ STICKER: REAL ESTATE ADVERTISING 

Property 
Press
77%

Other Real 
Estate
23%

 
The Property Press makes up the largest proportion of the Real Estate advertising material – a total of 
77%.  This is the largest single contributor of junk mail to the households displaying a ‘No Junk Mail’ 
sticker. 
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GRAPH 31: STREET TRIAL- WITH A ‘NO JUNK MAIL’ STICKER: INSERT ADVERTISING 
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Briscoes fliers inserted into the North Shore Times were the largest single contributor to this category 
making up 23% of the total.  Other items that came through the North Shore Times made up 36% of 
the total inserts however these were made up of a variety of advertisers in quantities too small to 
register on the scales. 

 
GRAPH 32: STREET TRIAL- WITH A ‘NO JUNK MAIL’ STICKER: VARIETY  ADVERTISING 
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In the ‘Variety’ category The Warehouse (17%) followed by Harvey Norman (8%) were the largest 
contributors to junk mail in households.  ‘Other Variety’ items made up 44% of the total however this 
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category consisted of a mixture of many different retailers too small to register on their own on the 
scales. 

 
3.4.3 STREET TRIAL OVERALL RESULTS  
 
 
TABLE TWO: STREET TRIAL:  JUNK MAIL WEIGHT - WITH AND WITHOUT STICKER 
 
 

Weight (kg) Primary Category 
With out sticker With ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker 

Real Estate 34.4 11.08 
Variety 20.88 4.86 
Mixed Advertising 2.4 0.44 
Furniture 1.4 0.22 
Supermarkets 5.19 0.8 
Telecom / Vodafone 0.04  
Fast Food 0.32  
Motoring 2.4 0.46 
Community 3.24 0.18 
Misc 1.3 0.56 
Inserts 3.68 5.46 
TOTAL 73.95 kg 24.86 kg 

(Overall total weight of junk mail collected from the Street Trial over the two month period (one month with a sticker 
and one month without).  All weights are given in kilograms.) 

 
Table Two shows that approximately 66% less junk mail was received by household using a ‘No Junk 
Mail’ sticker.  
 
In the first month when households were not using a sticker they received an average of 3.5 kg of junk 
mail but in the second month when they were using a sticker they received significantly less, an 
average of 1.1 kg. 
 
The composition of the junk mail received is similar whether households use a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker or 
not.  Real Estate material, in particular the Property Press, is the major source of junk mail - however it 
is reduced by using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker. 
 
 
� ' � ��� � 11" � � + �� � � � 1� � �� - �� . � �� �  * . ( � � � �" � + �� � � � � � �� �  " 1� �
 
3.5.1  OVERALL WEIGHT OF JUNK MAIL 
 
The combined results of the Neighbour Trial and the Street Trial showed that the average weight of 
junk mail received by each household not using a sticker is 3.65 kg over a month-long trial period.    
This compared with 1.1kg for households displaying a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on their letterbox – an 
average reduction of 2.55 kg or 70%. 
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Illustration 3: Showing the average difference in amount of junk mail received over a one month 

period.  Left:  3.65 kg (average) received by households not using a sticker.  Right: 1.1 kg 
(average) received by households using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.  

 
3.5.2 ADDRESSED VS NON-ADDRESSED 
 
All material was assessed as to whether it was addressed to the householder or not.  Addressed junk 
mail made up only 1.2% of all junk mail collected from both trial groups over the trial period.  
 
3.5.3 RECYCLABLE VS NON-RECYCLABLE 
 
Almost all the junk mail was recyclable with 99.2% being readily recyclable through the kerbside 
collection and only 0.8% was non recyclable.  The non recyclable portion was mainly plastic clothing 
collection bags and plastic sleeved items  
 

 
Illustration 4: Non-recyclable material collected during the trial - 0.8 kg.  The majority of the 

material was used clothing collection bags. 
 
3.5.4 INSERTS 
 
In total, 8% of the junk mail collected over the trial period was delivered as inserts inside other 
publications. This is a noticeable amount of material that gets through to mailboxes regardless of 
whether the household is using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker or not.   
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Illustration 5: Total amount of junk mail collected as inserts in the pages of The North Shore 

Times and The New Zealand Herald. 
 
 
� '$� - � 11� / �� , �� � � ! � # �
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Following are participants’ responses to questions posed in the survey all participants were asked to 
take part in at the end of the trials. 
 
Question one – If you used the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker did you find it worked? Why or why not? 
 

GRAPH 33: PARTICIPANTS WHO USED THE STICKER AND FOUND IT EFFECTIVE 

Yes
86%

No
11%

Sometimes
3%

 
86% of those surveyed felt that the sticker had worked for them and they received significantly less junk 
mail than they did without a sticker.  Only 11% of participants felt the sticker did not work - because it 
was ignored.  Six of the participants mentioned the stickers did not work as real estate material was still 
delivered to them and they were still receiving items inserted in the pages of their newspapers.  The 
remaining 3% said they felt the sticker worked sometimes but was ignored by certain deliverers. 
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Question two – Will you continue to use the sticker?  Why or why not?  
 

GRAPH 34: PARTICIPANTS WHO WILL CONTINUE TO USE THEIR ‘NO JUNK MAIL’ STICKER 

No
20%

Yes
80%

 
Within the group that used a sticker for this trial a total of 80% said they will continue to use their ‘No 
Junk Mail’ sticker because it worked.  Approximately 20% of participants had been using a sticker prior 
to the trial. 
 
The follow up survey also asked those who didn’t use a sticker for the trial if they would now 
use one?  Why or why not? 
 

GRAPH 35: PARTICIPANTS WHO DIDN’T USE A STICKER THAT WILL USE ONE NOW 

Will use the 
sticker
39%

Won©t use the 
sticker
61%

 
Within the group that didn’t use a sticker, 61% said they would continue without one as they liked to 
receive certain items and worried they would miss out if they used a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.  39% said 
they would consider using a sticker after taking part in this trial as they were surprised at the volume 
they received and how little they actually read it.   
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Question three – If you used the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker did you miss not receiving junk mail? 
 

GRAPH 36: PARTICIPANTS THAT MISSED RECEIVING JUNK MAIL 

Didn©t miss
76%

Did miss 
24%

 
Of those that used a sticker 76% said they did not miss receiving junk mail at all.  The other 24% said 
they did miss it but a majority of these people mentioned that it was only particular items that they 
missed. 
 
Question four – Have you attitudes changed towards junk mail since participating in this trial? 
(If so, what has changed?) 
 
Just over half (53%) of those that participated said their attitudes hadn’t changed.  The remaining 46% 
of participants said their attitudes had changed.  When asked how they had changed very few (25%) 
chose to respond.  The reasons that were provided are listed below. 

�  Surprised at how well the sticker did work (8) 
�  Didn’t realize how much actually comes through (12) 
�  Has made me more aware of the issues (2) 
�  Realised how very little of it I read (2) 

 
Question five – Do you have any further comments to make? 
 
Many participants (73%) took this question as an opportunity to make further comments and these are 
listed below.   The figure in brackets next to the comments indicates the number of participants that 
mentioned that particular issue. 
 

�  The sticker worked – far less junk mail was delivered (9) 
�  Junk mail legislation is required to manage the issue – advertisers and distributors need to be 

held accountable for the issues e.g. waste, litter etc (8) 
�  Still want some of it but not all of it – wish we had the option to choose what we received (5) 
�  Collecting junk mail for the trial proved what a huge amount comes through (4) 
�  Someone got wind of the trial as the amount received was far less than normal (4) 
�  Less junk mail came through than was expected (4) 
�  The North Shore City Council logo on the sticker made it more effective than other stickers (3) 
�  The sticker needs to be designed better – either too small, didn’t stick or washed off (3) 
�  Stickers should be provided free to everyone (3) 
�  Enjoyed participating – glad the issue is being looked at (3) 
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�  Junk mail is a waste of paper, waste of resources (ink, manpower, recycling, disposal) (3) 
�  Real estate agents seem oblivious to the fact that their mail is junk mail (3) 
�  The sticker should be less authoritarian – it needs to say please or thank you (3) 
�  Don’t need to receive junk mail so often – advertisers should cut down the amount they print 

and distribute – monthly or fortnightly instead of every week (2) 
�  Don’t want to use a sticker as I don’t want to lose the North Shore Times (2) 
�  The stickers are just ignored – no one looks at the box they are just in a hurry to deliver their 

leaflets (2) 
�  It is not ‘junk’ (1) 
�  Pink bags are a nuisance – we already have used clothing bins so we don’t need them (1) 
�  I’d rather receive all than nothing (1) 
�  Glad the trial is over – found it hard collecting the papers (1) 
�  I will definitely now be getting a sticker (1)  
�  Junk mail is more of a pain at certain times of the year (1)  
�  I like the Property Press but am happy to go to the Real Estate Agents to pick it up instead (1) 
�  My recycling has reduced from weekly to fortnightly after using the sticker (1)  
�  Junk mail is now part of community and daily newspapers (1) 
�  I am unconcerned – we need it too keep us informed (1) 
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4.1 LARGEST CONTRIBUTORS 

The study showed that real estate advertising material was by far the largest contributor to junk mail 
received by householders in the North Shore.  Whether participants were in the Street Trial, the 
Neighbour Trial, using a sticker or not using a sticker, real estate advertising contributed almost half of 
the entire amount of material received.  A total of 194.27kg of real estate material was collected in this 
study and one publication – the Property Press, accounted for 180.92kg of this (93%).   

 

Illustration 6: The total amount of real estate advertising material collected over the one month 
trial period.  The pile to the right of the mailbox represents the amount of material participants 

said they read – approximately 15% 

The second largest single contributor of junk mail was The Warehouse Group (The Warehouse and 
The Warehouse Stationery).  A total of 27.55kg of Warehouse Group fliers were collected during the 
trial period.  The results show that these fliers were still delivered to a small number (25%) of houses 
when they were using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker. 

Supermarkets (combined) were the third largest contributors.  A total of 25.08kg of fliers were collected 
throughout the trial with New World and Foodtown/Woolworths contributing the most (63%).  
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Illustration 7: Second and third largest contributors to junk mail in the North Shore. Left: The 
Warehouse Group. Right: Combined supermarkets. 

4.2 ANALYSIS BY AREA 

All suburbs throughout the city were represented in this study.  The purpose of covering this area was 
to provide a balanced representation, not to investigate differences between each suburb.  The results 
were analysed however, to see if there was any difference in the amount and types of junk mail 
received in different suburbs of North Shore City.  The data did not show any noticeable variations and 
it appears that the types of junk mail distributed are common across the city.  The only minor 
differences were in the ‘Other Real Estate’ category and the Four Square fliers.  The East Coast Bays 
received a Real Estate publication called Outlook – this was a smaller version of the Property Press 
advertising houses and land in the Rodney District.  Four Square fliers were only found in junk mail 
collected from the suburbs of Birkenhead, Glenfield, Devonport and the East Coast Bays.  This is 
representative of the location of the stores and also the fact that these fliers are distributed less often 
than the other supermarket chains. 

4.3 INSERTS 

Approximately 8% of all the material collected was delivered as inserts in the pages of local community 
newspapers.  These inserts were mentioned by many participants who thought it had increased 
considerably over the last year.  The total amount collected (32.15kg) consisted of a variety of items, 
some of which some were regular inserts e.g. Briscoes. Others appeared to be one-offs with no 
discernable pattern. 

4.4 INTEGRITY OF RESULTS 

Collection of the junk mail was carried out according to instruction by a majority of participants however 
in some cases it was clear that they had not followed the instructions correctly and made their own 
decisions as to what they considered junk mail – rather than what they had been instructed to collect.  
Where these discrepancies were large data analysis was adjusted accordingly and in some cases 
participant’s junk mail was removed from the trial completely. (See section 3.1 Response Rate).    

4.5 INTEREST IN THE STUDY 

Interest in the study from participants was high and many were excited to finally see something being 
done on an issue that has annoyed and inconvenienced them for years.  Even those that enjoyed 
receiving junk mail showed an interest in the trial and whether the stickers worked or not.  Participants 
seemed open to the possibility of encouraging advertisers to use other methods promote to consumers.  
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A consistent theme expressed was concern at the enormous waste of paper and resources junk mail 
creates.  

4.7 EXTRAPOLATION OF RESULTS 

The trial was purposefully conducted over a period when there was likely to be little variation in the 
quantity of junk mail received due to special events.  Fluctuations occur throughout the year because of 
Christmas, Easter, Mothers Day, Fathers Day, Valentines Day etc.  These fluctuations have not been 
accounted for in these extrapolations. 
 
The baseline figures from the trial indicate that households without a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker receive 3.65 
kg of junk mail per month.  Households with ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers receive 1.1 kg of junk mail per 
month.  Therefore on average 2.55 kg of junk mail (waste paper) are saved per month when 
households use a sticker.  This accounts for a saving of 30.6kg of waste paper per household per year. 
 
Prior to the study only 23% of those surveyed were using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker.  Extrapolating this 
across the city16 a total of 16,813 households were using stickers and therefore diverting 515 tonnes of 
junk mail per year. 
 
After participating in this study, 60% of the households in the sample group indicated that they would 
continue using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker or would now consider getting one.  Extrapolating this across the 
city, 43,859 households would be using a ‘No Junk mail’ sticker.  This would create a total annual 
reduction in junk mail of 1,342.1 tonnes.  
 
If every household in North Shore City were to use ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers there would be a reduction in 
junk mail of 2,237 tonnes per year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                        
16 Based on a total of  73,098 residential households in North Shore City (2003) 



REDUCING JUNK MAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY – ENVISION NEW ZEALAND, FEBRUARY 2005 
 

� �

� � � � �� � �- �9� �8�� � � � �� 7�� � 7�
 � � �� � � � : : � � � 
 � �� � 7�

5.1 CONCLUSIONS 
 
The study results demonstrate that ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers are a simple and effective way of reducing 
the amount of unsolicited advertising material households receive.  While a certain amount still gets 
delivered to households displaying the sticker, it is only a third of what they would receive without one. 
This could be reduced considerably by bringing the matter to the attention of non complying advertisers 
and distributors. 
 
All participants in the Street Trial were offered a No Junk Mail sticker and in every case at least a third 
of the street wanted to use the sticker.  The trial prompted many people to do something they had been 
considering doing for some time.  The results are inconclusive as to whether the stickers are observed 
more when more members of the street are using them.   Both the Street and Neighbour Trial 
produced the same result, a total of 1.1kg of material collected while using a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker. 
 
If half of all households in North Shore City put a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on their mailboxes and these 
were properly observed by advertisers and deliverers, 1,118 tonnes less advertising material would 
need to be recycled or disposed of.  
 
The major individual contributors to junk mail in North Shore City were Real Estate (The Property Press 
and various fliers) and  The Warehouse Group (The Warehouse and Warehouse Stationery), followed 
by  supermarket fliers (Foodtown, Countdown, Pak N Save, New World and Woolworths) .  Advertising 
material from these three sources made up more than half (57%) of all the junk mail collected over the 
trial period.  
 
The practice of inserting fliers in the pages of newspapers has become increasingly common (8% of all 
junk mail collected throughout the trial was inserted material) and was something that many 
householders expressed disapproval and annoyance over.   
 
Personally addressed, unsolicited mail represented a small proportion (1%) of the material collected. 
 
A majority (99.8%) of all junk mail collected was recyclable and 76% of participants indicated that they 
recycle their junk mail.  It is doubtful that all those that claim to recycle actually do, as some may have 
felt the need to claim that they recycled in a council organised study. Only 18% admitted to disposing of 
their junk mail in the kerbside rubbish bag – two thirds of which were using ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers at the 
time. This indicates that in the trial group of 181 households approximately 995 kg of recyclable junk 
mail was ending up in landfill each year. 
 
Approximately 41% of the households surveyed still wanted to continue to receive some junk mail, but 
many of these would rather just receive specific items. 
 
5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Following are recommendations that Council may wish to consider in response to the findings of this 
study. 
  

1. Make ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers more readily available to residents 
 

Many residents were not aware that Council was involved in the junk mail issue or that Council 
made its own stickers available at no cost.  Several residents replaced the stickers they were 
currently using with the Council ones as they felt that the Council logo would mean it was more 
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likely to be observed.  To achieve higher use, Council could promote the stickers through the North 
Shore Times, rates notices, Council communications and Council run events. 

 
2. Review Language on Stickers 

 
The language used on the sticker generated comments from many of the participants.  Some 
participants felt it was ‘rude’ not to have a ‘Please’ or ‘Thank you’ on the sticker. Some also thought 
that the term ‘junk mail ‘was offensive as not everyone viewed the material as junk.   A number of 
other messages are available such as, ‘No Advertising Material’, ‘No Unsolicited Mail’ or ‘No 
Circulars’.  A survey of residents’ preferences might help to refine and improve the message and 
the uptake and use of stickers. 

 
3. Allow Exceptions on Stickers 
 
The survey identified many people who still wished to receive certain items and were reluctant to 
use a sticker if it would mean that it would stop all advertising material.  Stickers could be designed 
to include tick boxes where households could identify the items they wished to receive. 

 
4. Assess Style of Stickers 
 
Some participants commented on the size, colour and material the sticker was made of.  Some felt 
the sticker was not prominent enough and should be bigger and brighter.  However there are likely 
to be equally as many people who would not want a big, bright, bold sticker.  Council could 
produce a selection of stickers to give residents a choice to enable them to use one that best suits 
their needs. The issue of ‘stickiness’ was raised by participants and several felt that an adhesive 
sticker was not likely to last long or stick to some types of letterboxes.  A survey or competition on 
junk mail sticker designs might be worth considering. Other councils, such as Opotiki District 
Council, have done this and may be worth contacting for advice. 

 
5. Define ‘Junk Mail’  
 
The study has shown that people’s understanding of what junk mail is, varies greatly.  A better 
definition of what it includes (and what it doesn’t) would be helpful.  Obviously the majority of trial 
participants considered Real Estate advertising as junk mail but the Real Estate industry does not.  
This needs addressing.  Defining ‘Junk Mail’ would also appease many people’s concerns that 
using a sticker may cut them off from local community news and local papers - items most people 
still wish to receive. 

 
6. Public Education 

 
82% of participants claimed to recycle their junk mail leaving 18% of participants who dispose of 
their junk mail in their kerbside rubbish bag.  The audit indicated that most of the junk mail is 
recyclable and therefore there should be a significant percentage being recycled.  Several people 
were not clear on what was actually recyclable and thought that only the items printed on newsprint 
were, while glossy pamphlets were not.  On-going education would assist with this. 

�
North Shore City Council has already produced a series of ‘Waste Wise’ tip sheets to help educate 
the public on waste reduction.  The section relating to junk mail17 provides details on how people 
can take their names off mailing lists and avoid receiving direct mail, those addressed ‘To The 
Householder’ or specifically to the householder’s name.   Consumers are now able to remove their 
name from this list by emailing the Direct Marketing Association and it is recommended that the 
email address is supplied in this fact sheet – dma@dma.co.nz. Wider dissemination of this 
information would be helpful. 
 

                                                        
17 See Appendix 5 
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7. Advertiser Education 

 
Now that the study is complete Council could approach advertisers to make them aware of the 
problems with junk mail (including over stuffing of mailboxes, litter caused by overstuffing and 
dumping of undelivered material, resource wastage etc) and householders’ attitudes to it. 
Advertisers whose material is being delivered to households displaying ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers 
need to be made aware of the potential negative effects this could have – and on the inefficient use 
of advertising dollars.  While they may argue that they are not responsible for the actions of their 
deliverers, it is ultimately their responsibility, and in their best interests, to ensure the stickers are 
observed.  An example of a letter that could be sent to major advertisers is attached in Appendix 6.  
 
Creating a national dialogue between advertisers, distributors, deliverers, local authorities and the 
Ministry for the Environment may assist the development of strategies for reducing the problems 
associated with junk mail and put standards put in place for its delivery  

 
Potential also exists for advertisers to create direct mail databases to avoid the need for mass mail 
outs.  The study indicated that many participants wanted certain items and would be happy to sign 
up to a mailing list to receive them.  This would mean a more efficient and targeted use of 
advertising spend on the advertisers’ part, and less waste for the community. 
 
8. Lobby for national Junk Mail regulations 

 
National legislation in New Zealand could help all councils.  The situation in Australia provides a 
good example of the types of laws that could be introduced in New Zealand.  Companies that 
ignore (or instruct deliverers to ignore) stickers would be held legally responsible and incur 
penalties for doing so.    

 
9. Extending the project 

 
The study has provided baseline data on junk mail quantities and its sources.  While results from 
the one month trial period were able to be extrapolated to provide an indication of annual junk mail 
projections, these figures do not pick up the surge in advertising that happens prior to Christmas, 
Mothers’ Day, Easter etc so will be underestimating the scale of the problem.  By using a much 
smaller sample size and running the trial for an entire year the true fluctuations and quantities of 
junk mail received would be more accurately measured. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
�
�
�
�
�
�
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New South Wales Environmental Protection Agency, Managing the Delivery of Unsolicited and 
Unaddressed Advertising Material, May 2001 
 
New Zealand Direct Marketing Association Inc www.dma.co.nz  
 
NZ Marketing Magazine, Vol 23, Issue 1, Junk Mail or Jewel Media, Steve Burns, February 2004 
 
The Brisbane Courier, Big fines to battle junk mail onslaught, Steven Wardill, July 2004 
 
The Legislative Assembly for the Australian Capital Territory, Litter Amendment Bill 2002 
 
The United Kingdom Times, Beware the junk mail opt-out, Joe Morgan, February 2004 
 
www.planetark.org  
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6 September 2004 
�
 
Dear householder 
 
 
North Shore City Council is conducting a survey on Junk Mail in association with Envision New 
Zealand.  The recent article in the North Shore Times (attached) highlights the reasons for doing this 
survey. 
 
We are looking for households who would like to be involved in this project.   If you would like to 
participate we would ask you to complete a short survey indicating what you think about junk mail and 
how you currently deal with it.  We will then ask you to collect your junk mail over a period of one or two 
months.  For some of this time we may ask you to display a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on your letterbox. 
 
We will supply you with the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker and a special box to collect all your junk mail.  At the 
end of the study we will collect all your junk mail from you and ask you to complete a short follow-up 
survey.  
 
If you would like to register your household to participate in this project or if you would like more 
information please contact Sarah Roberts on 489-2129 or fill out the cut-off potion below and send to 
Envision, PO Box 91-1155, Auckland.  You can also email sroberts@envision-nz.com.   
 
Thank you and we look forward to hearing from you. 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
 
Danielle Kennedy 
Acting Team Leader - Waste Minimisation  
  
 

 
For more information on Envision go to www.envision-nz.com  

 
 
Yes I would like to participate in the North Shore City No Junk Mail project.  
 
The best time to contact me is   on (phone number) 
 
Name 
 
Address 

 
Email 
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Page 14 NORTH SHORE TIMES, Thursday August 5, 2004 
 

Battling the junk mail flood 
By KIM REED 
AUT journalism student                            
 

 
 

Are you tired of fighting through the flood of 
junk mail in your letter box or do you love 
finding out about the latest sale? 
  North Shore City Council is hoping a junk mail 
project starting this month and involving 200 
Shore households will help answer these 
questions. 
  Project coordinator Sarah Roberts, of 
Envision New Zealand, says, “Increasing 
amounts of unsolicited advertising material are 
flooding letter boxes all over the country. 
  Recycling offers a partial solution to the 
problem, but a large amount of material still 
ends up in landfill because much of it isn’t 
recyclable or people dump it in their rubbish 
bags.” 
  A 2002 domestic waste audit by North Shore 
City showed over a quarter of the waste found 
in household rubbish bags was paper and 10 
per cent of this was junk mail. 
  Participants will complete a brief survey to find 
out their attitude towards junk mail: If it is read, 
recycled, and if they would consider using a 
“No Junk Mail” sticker. 
  Households are selected on the basis that a 
neighbouring property will also take part. 
  To compare the effect of a “no Junk Mail” 
sticker, a household will place a sticker on their 
letter box and the neighbouring house will not. 
  Recycling boxes will be provided for junk mail, 
which will be collected, weighed and audited 
during the one-month trial. 
  In addition to individual households, there will 
be several locations where an entire street 
takes part in the project for a two-month period. 
  During the first month, residents in the 
designated street will collect their junk mail and 
save it.  The following month, residents will 
place “No Junk Mail” stickers on their 
letterboxes to compare the results. 
  North Shore City waste prevention office 
Danielle Kennedy is excited about the project. 

  “People are very vocal about junk mail – they 
either love it or they hate it.  This study will 
provide us with detailed information about the 
volume of junk mail and what can be done to 
reduce the amount going to landfill,” says Mrs 
Kennedy. 
  She says the project will benefit 
householders, advertisers and councils in the 
Auckland region and nationwide. 
  It will identify companies that ignore “No Junk 
Mail” stickers and provide valuable information 
to advertisers on where their marketing dollars 
are best spent. 
  “For the householder who is fed up with junk 
mail, we’ll find out if a “No Junk Mail” sticker on 
their letter box proves to be a simple way of 
reducing or eliminating junk mail altogether,” 
says Mrs Kennedy. 
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Initial Survey 
�
Envision New Zealand, in association with North Shore City Council, is conducting a survey on junk mail.  
We are asking 200 households in North Shore the following questions to find out what they think about junk 
mail and how they deal with it.  After the survey we are conducting a trial to find out how effective ‘No Junk 
Mail’ stickers are. 
 

1. What items do you consider to be junk mail? 

  Real Estate material  Local papers  Product samples 

  Addressed advertising    Local council communications 

  Non-addressed advertising   Political party communications 

  Used clothing collection bags   Other 

 

 

2.  In general, do you find the junk mail items ticked above as;  

Valuable Useful       Occasionally Useful  Worthless Annoying 

 

3.  How much junk mail do you feel your household receives? 

  Not enough  Just right  Too much 

 

4.  What % of the junk mail that your household receives do you read? (Please circle). 

 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

    

If you read some of the junk mail you receive can you please specify which items (specific retailers) you                   

read and why?  

 

 

 

 

 

5.  Can you list off the top of your head the companies/organisations that you receive the most  junk mail   

from? 

       

 

 

6.  Does anyone else in your household read junk mail? 

  Yes   No 
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If you answered yes, please explain (e.g. who (spouse, partner, child etc), what types they typically read 

etc). 

7.  What do you do with junk mail in your household once it’s been read (or not read)? 

Recycle in the kerbside collection  Dispose in kerbside rubbish collection 

 Other (please explain) 

 

 

8.  Would you prefer not to receive junk mail at all? 

  Yes   No 

     Why / why not? 

  

 

9.  Do you currently have a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on your mailbox? 

  Yes   No 

     Why / why not? 

 

     If you do have a sticker, what type is it? 

  No Junk Mail  No Advertising Material 

  No Circulars  Other 

     Do you find it works? 

  Yes   No 

Why / why not? 

 

10.  If you answered no to question 9, have you every considered putting a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker on your 

mailbox? Yes   No 

      Why / why not? 

 

 

11.  Do you have any further comments you would like to add about junk mail? 

 

 

 

 

 

The following details will assist in providing conclusions for the final report.  Personal details will be kept 

confidential and will not be passed on to any other party. 

Name: 

Address: 
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Suburb:  Devonport  Takapuna  Birkenhead 

  Glenfield  Albany   East Coast Bays 

Preferred contact phone number(s): 

Email: 

Age:  18-24  25-34  35-44  45-59  60 and over 

Sex:  Male  Female 

 

Occupation:   Employed outside the home  Retired 

   Student     Home responsibilities 

   Unemployed/beneficiary   Refused 

 

Income level:   Less than $20,00   $20,000 to $49,999 

   $50,000 to $79,999   $80,000 to $99,9999 

   $100,000 to $149,999   $150,000 or more 

   Refused 

 

Thank-you for your participation in this survey 

 
Follow Up Survey 
 
Thank you for participating in the Junk Mail project in North Shore City.  The following survey is to find out 
how the trial went for you. 
 
1.  General information  

Name: 

Address: 

 

2.  If you used the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker did you find it worked? 

 Yes  No 

Why / why not? 

 

 

3.  Will you continue to use / or now use the sticker?  (If not, why?) 

 Yes  No 

 Please explain 

 

 

4.  If you used the ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker did you miss not receiving junk mail? 

 Yes   No 
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5.  Have your attitudes changed towards junk mail since participating in this trial? (How?) 

 Yes  No 

  

Please explain 

 

 

6.  Do you have any other comments to make? 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Thank-you for participating in this survey 
 
 
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
 
 
�
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NAME:          TRIAL DETAILS: 
ADDRESS: 
TOTAL WEIGHT:    WEIGHT OF BOX:    NET WEIGHT: 

 

�
�
�

General Weight (kg) % Inserts Weight (kg) % 
Real Estate   NS Times   

 Property Press    Briscoes   
 Other    Arbuckles   

Variety    Retrovision   
 Warehouse    Other   
 Farmers   Herald   
 Harvey Norman    Stevens   
 K Mart    Dell/HP/Acer   
 Bond and Bond    Telecom/Voda   
 Warehouse Stationery    Clothing   
 Mitre 10    Home/Furniture   
 Bunnings    Other   
 Noel Leeming      

 Hill & Stewart   TOTAL INSERTS kg % 
 Other   

Mixed Advertising   
Furniture   

 Furniture City   
 Other   

Supermarkets   
 New World   
 Foodtown/Woolworths   
 Countdown   
 Pak N Save   
 Four Square   
 Other   

Telecom/Vodafone   
Fast Food   

 Mc Donalds   
 Pizza Hut   
 KFC   
 Burger King   
 Other   

Motoring   
 Motor Buyers Guide   
 Other   

Community   
 Fliers   
 NSCC Comm   
 Services   
 Other   

Misc   
TOTAL GENERAL kg % 

 
 
 

Recyclable     kg    % 
Non Recyclable    kg    % 
 
Addressed     kg    % 
Non Addressed    kg    % 

 
 

Notes:  
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Dear <advertiser or retailer name> 
 
RE: REDUCING JUNKMAIL IN NORTH SHORE CITY  
 
In 2002 North Shore City Council conducted a waste audit of domestic rubbish bags which showed that 
over a quarter of the waste was paper - of which 10 per cent was junk mail.  Since then we have been 
looking at ways that we can help reduce the amount of paper householders are throwing away – which the 
community ultimately pays for.  
 
One such project was our ‘Reducing Junk Mail in North Shore City’ study which we contracted Envision 
New Zealand to undertake in August 2004.  The goal of the study was to investigate the volumes and 
sources of unsolicited advertising material being delivered throughout the city and to find out whether ‘No 
Junk Mail’ stickers are an effective means of reducing junk mail.   
 
While we appreciate that letter box advertising is standard practise in New Zealand and around the world, 
we would like to bring the results of the study to your attention as they may assist you to target your 
advertising budget more effectively and reduce unnecessary waste.  
 
181 households throughout North Shore City participated in the study - which included opinion surveys and 
trials to assess the amount of junk mail households received with, and without, ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers.  
Interesting responses to the survey included: 

�  Over 90% of participants considered non-addressed advertising and real estate material to be junk 
mail. 

�  Over 75% of the participants surveyed said that they received too much junk mail  
�  Only 2% of the participants said that they read every item they received.  
�  Only 7% found junk mail valuable or useful  
�  50% said they found junk mail annoying and worthless.   
�  A common reason given for their annoyance was the concern at the waste of paper and 

resources. 
 
Some interesting statistics from the trial included: 

�  Households without a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker received an average of 3.65kg of junk mail per month 
�  Households with a ‘No Junk Mail’ sticker received an average of 1.1kg of junk mail per month (a 

70% reduction) 
�  The largest contributors of junk mail were identified as the Real Estate industry, The Warehouse 

Group and Supermarkets 
�  ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers were not always observed – and advertising material also slipped through 

as inserts in the pages of community newspapers. 
 
The full report can be downloaded from the <North Shore City or Envision website link>. 
 
As a consequence of this study, and as one of the major advertisers identified, we would like to make the 
following suggestions to you that would help North Shore residents reduce the amount of junk mail they 
receive and throw away –and help you to avoid poorly targeted advertising expenditure.   

�  Ensure distributors observe ‘No Junk Mail’ stickers. 
�  Consider reducing the size and frequency of your advertising material  
�  Develop a database and give people the option to subscribe to the advertising rather than sending 

mass mail outs. 
�  Use recycled paper and vegetable inks for your advertising. 
�  Avoiding plastic coatings or coverings to ensure your advertising material can be recycled.   

We hope that you find this information useful. Please contact us if you have any queries or would like to 
talk to one of our staff to find ways to make your business more sustainable.�
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Photographs of Different Types of ‘No Junk Mail’ Stickers 
 


